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A Criticism of the OCIC Tabor Dav Conferanc

by the 2 Louisville delegates to *he conferevce

T woWgdwould like to state tha we “3el some immortart stens forward
were made at the conference. Tn rarticular we feel +the adoriicn of the
draft »nlan, as amended, was 2 nasi+ive ster. Secorndlr, +he iiscuss1o?v
at the conference about raniam Tighed  forv>rd aur undergtanding of +hig
critical question. Finally, a new S*aaring Committes was electald trat
we feel has the ability to nrovide *+ha necessery leaderahin +0 norarnligh
our mafh-tasks as set forth 2t the conferznce.

: However, we also feel that seme importznt weaknsssca were very
evident at the conference, weaknegses which will he essential “or us

to overcome at our future conferences,

1) There was inadequate preparation for the conference by its organizers.
The distribution of documents, study guides and questions, proposals

and resolutions to be voted on was done at a very late date or not

until the first day of the conference, ¥ikixxkexkiy This clearly %
inhibited a thorough and democratic discussion from taking place on '
some important issues end proposals, For if only a few people under-’
stand the essence and main points of the debates and proposals

an informed discussion and vote on a proposal or resolution will be

impossible.,
acion: Major conference documents, study guides and questions,
etc, shou sent out 2§-3 months ahead of time to all organizations,

groups and individuals, Major resolutions by the SC should be sent
out at least 6 weeks ahead of time. This would allow all members to
be thoroughly prepared before hand. This would also enable 0C organi-
zations and individusls to write up their ideas and proposals, which
the SC could distribute 3-U4 weeks before the conference to alj OCIG
groups and individuals. (The SC or conference body cen make decisions
as teo whether 1?te proposals or resolutions will be put on the agenda
for disaussion,

The process and procedure we have suggested above are just s
some general ideas we feel should be considered and implemented in-
one form or another. The important point we wan D _pake is the
e B9 e lex inedc dL08 _and procedure O _Coniersnog preparsa )4
hat would allow fo ) horough, and democratic discussion o
all the major guestions that will be before us at a conference .

2) Some discussion and debate was difficult to follow for would
sometimes wander from one important point to another without having
the orginial point fully discussed or resolved.

¢ A list of the imost important points or areas to be
discusse or example, for a discussion of the 0C's First Year end
Draft Plan) could be proposed by the SC and poesibly approved by the
bod{ before taking up discussion., Also some time limits for discussion
of the important points could be suggested., These ideas could ba
implemented only if all major documents and resolutions were distributed
to the groups and individuals weeks before the conference, so that
the main points of agreement and controversy could be known ahead of
time by the SC and the delegates. And the chair of the discussion
should keep individuals on a major point in the discussion until
it has been adequately discussed or resolved,



3) .The chair had a strong tendency *o ignore veople vhose facasg they
~were not familiar with. And peovle in the back of the room did rnot

get called on:as much as the pecvle in the Ffront of the room.
Rectificationt Chairs should be 211y conscious of this natural *endency
and strive to avoid making this mistake,otherwise it will act os 2 fetter
on our having a full airing of 3ll views amoung conferencs rarticinants]
Overall we feel the chairs did a cood job ir a very 31P¢10H1+ si+uetion,
considerinz the inadequate prenaretlon for the conferance which contri-
buted to the discussions being difficult to chair.

One fact that is important to rscognize ir 211 the abeve criticisms
of the c¢onference is that they hold back 3ideological consolidation ond:
development of organizations and individuals within the 0017 If groups
and individuals within the OCIC cannct prenare adequately befo“°4ﬁ-con-
ference, or if they do not oa"+1o1vqte‘*n a dWQﬂuq81on because it i* is
“difficult to follow, or they carnot cet called on Anring discussior, ther
-all:of these happenings will keer individusls from ﬁla\'lr)f-r a role: . in the
' important 1deolog10al debates going on at the con’erence. And as a
‘result, only a few of the most developed will be partipating snd making
‘a contribution, a situatlon which will in the least, hold beck the pro-.

cess of the OCIC

Our final criti01sm concerns the discussion of the strengths and weak-
nesses of the individuals on the Steering Committee. We in LWC have
‘found from our own process of cr1t1c1sm/self—criticlqm, that an individual

'g could gain more from an evaluation if strengths and weaknesses were broker

‘down:-into major and minor categories. It could help an individual in
undersgtanding and rectifying the criticism if they knew what strengths
Lwere: fully or partially developed and what weaknesses were major or
. minor. “It could also help others in their emulation of 2 narticuler
strangth of a ‘comrade. .

Secondly, weaknesses that are listed should point out the principal
and fundamental contradiction holding back that person from becoming a

5] better communist. In doing so the individual will be more zhle to under-

stand where his or her energies should go initially and over a long
'period of time in becoming a more dpvcloped revolutionary.

Finally. rectification should be provosed and followed up on for each
cadre 8 weakneasea to help make sure they are sufficiently dealt with,

"



I decided to write up this self-criticism and clarification
because 1; as a communist I need to thoroughly ocriticize errors that

I make, 2) others may be able to learn from my errors, 3) I want to
offer some opinions on the process of -the steering committee electioms,
and %) I want to clarify the content of the oriticism I tried to make
as it involves the question of the criteria we use to choose leadership.
-In my oriticism of DF I made several serious errors--I did not
adhere to some very important guidelines for oriticism, self-critioism
that have been developed by the communist movement., I have made
similar errors in the past when giving criticisms, but thought that,
I had overcome the problem through a very careful study by the IWC
of the purpose and guidelines of criticism, self-criticism which I
led, After the study I was able to give constructive and comradely
‘oriticisms in a recent process of criticism, self-oriticism in the We,
The errors I made at the conference, however, showed me that I had
not overcome the problem, that I had not fully intermalized the im-.
rtance of the guldelines, When the situation was more diffiocult—-
was rushed, tense, frustrated, had conflioting demands on my time,
and was angry with the chair of the meeting--I did not follow the
guidelines, Ky experience at the conference has helped me to undere
- stand more fully the nécessity of following the guidelines, especially
in rushed and tense times, : : '
' One important error was that I did not state in my oriticiem
of DP that his strengths as a communist were clearly dominant over
his weaknesses, which is the reality. I should have started by saying
that I feel that DF has made an important contribution to the '
development of our tendency in the Bay Area and that I reapect his
work, which I do. i
A second error I made was that I did not clearly state the concrete
and specific expérience on which my criticism was based, My failure
here was that I did not stress in the begimming that the criticisms
I had of DF were based on experiences lg-2 years and that I did.
not ‘personally know about his practice since that time. (I had, though,
spoken with a trusted comrade in the Bay Area who agreed with the !
criticism, but this is not the same as personal experience,) If I had
been glear that my experiences with DF were some time ago, this would
have gerrectly left opem the possiblility of change by DF in these
areas, as was pointed out at the conference.
third error was that my oriticism was not given in a coaradely
t o A fourth error was my lagk of adequate preparation for the
oriticism--due to some errors of localism our group as & whole did :
gin early enough to prepare for the conference, More to the |
hough, the way I spent my time at the conference showed in
pect that I did not give adequate time to preparing for the
oriticismy
In thinking after the conference about why the tone of my
oriticism of DF was so harsh, I realized that my anger was not towards
, . but towards the chair of the meeting--even though I had stated -
to the meeting that I had a signifiocant orliticism to make of DF, she
did not ocall on me until someone else at the meeting asked that the
oriticism be stated,; This in combination with her effort to prevent
any nominatioms from the floor for the steering committee (others
rejected this and nominations were called for) made me very i
at her undemooratic approach, (I recognize, however, that the chalrs




of the conference had a very difficult job to do and I feel that .
‘overall they did a pretty good job.) The anger I felt towards the
chalr for her lack of democracy and the anger I felt about the ‘
rushed character of the elections (which-is also undemocratic) came
out when I was finally allowed to speak and give my criticism of DF.
~-I acgept full responsibility for my errors, for in no situation
should I have allowed my tone to DF to be uncomradely, but these
“ undemocratic aspects of the SC election process did make such -
errors more likely. (Some evidence that the harshness and anger
- in my tone was towards the chair and! not to DF is that the day
- before I told DF that I would make a ocriticism of him and told

him Eart»or what I would say (the other part I d4id not think of

until later) and my tone then was much more comradely than during

the elections,) '

- -The -last thing I want to do is to clarify the content of my

. oriticism of DF, which I feel is importent in terms of the criteria
we use for elec%ing leadership. I stated at the conference that
" in my experience with DF, he did not show independent ideological

initiative, but rather followed Ghe; FWOC line., Clay responded that

I was questianing DF's political inbtegrity, In thinking sbout it
afterwards, I can see how my comments could have implied that DF

was & flunkey of PWOC's line--~this is what I went to olarify.  Clay
also asked how could DF have been effective in combatting the ultra-
left 1line in the Bay Area without independent ldeological initiative,
My thoughts are that someone can combat an ultraleft line effeoctively
on the basis of a theoretical critique developed in large part by
others; many people in our tendency (including myself and the LWC)
have benefitted from PWOC's critique of ultraleftism and have been
-babter able to combat the ultraleft line using this critique. This
is not the same thing, however, &8 playing an independent role in
developing or significantly changing the basic concepts of iopur
theory, strategy, and tectics, In terms of DF, what I was trying

to say was that in my experiences with him I had not seen him seriously
question or ariticize any of PWOC's line, method, or approach, I

am sure that he hag thought carefully about it and has concluded
that their line and approach validates and is consistent with his
experience and study--and this is not flunkeyism., But neither is

it evidence of independent initiestive in forming or changing some

of the basic concepts of our theory, strategyy and tactics.

~ At the conference and in the report on the steering committee,

there was oriticism of several steering committee members for not
showing enough independent theoretical initiative and for not
helping in the development of the overall strategic perspective of
~ the OC and ‘its maein tasks--what I was trying to voice at the | =
. conference was that in opinion DF would share in this weakness,
and that I thought we neoded more people on the SC whe had shown
some independent theoretical, strategic, and tactical initiative.
DF has been elected--I voted for the slate and give him and the
whole SC my full support. My criticism of DF based on my limited
- experience with him may be incorrect and I am open to that possibility
‘as well as the possibility that if it was correct he may well have
cheanged. What is important, however, is that in the election of
leadershlip for the 0C, we need to be able to criticize ¢ comrade

for the lack of independent theoretical, strategic, and tactical
initiative without this being considered an attack on the comrade'’s
political Integrity. It is important because our tendency needs
leadership which can further develop and improve our theory, strategy,
and tactics.




